IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

LORNA JAMES, : ClVIL ACTI ON
Pl aintiff, :
NO. 97-99
V.

VALLEY TOMNSHI P, et al.
Def endant s.

MEMORANDUM

BUCKWALTER, J. Sept enber 4, 1997

| NTRODUCTI ON

Plaintiff Lorna Janes ("Plaintiff") has filed this
section 1983 action against Valley Township and the Board of
Supervi sors of Valley Township, alleging various clains
surroundi ng her discharge fromthe position of Township
Treasurer.

Presently before the Court for disposition are the
Motion for Summary Judgnent of Defendant W1 son Lanbert, a nenber
of the Board of Supervisors of Valley Township, and Plaintiff's
response thereto. For the followi ng reasons, | wll grant
Def endant' s Moti on.

Def endant W1 son Lanbert ("Defendant") argues that the
Court should grant his Mtion for Sunmary Judgment because
Plaintiff has only sued himin his official capacity as a menber

of the Board of Supervisors of Valley Township. In response,



Plaintiff contends that the Court should sustain her clains as
"official capacity suits are specifically approved.” As | agree
with Defendant's argunent, | will grant the Mtion for Summary

Judgnent . !

1. DI SCUSSI ON

Oficial liability suits generally represent only
anot her way of pleading an action against an entity of which an

officer is an agent. Mrshall v. Borough of Anbridge, 798 F

Supp. 1187, 1198 (WD. Pa. 1992) (citing Kentucky v. Graham 473

U S. 159, 165-66 (1985)). As long as the governnent entity
receives notice and an opportunity to respond, an official
capacity suit is to be treated as a suit against the entity. I1d.
Because a cl ai magainst a nunicipal official in his or her
official capacity is tantanount to a claimagainst the entity, it
is not necessary to bring official capacity actions against |ocal
governnent officials. Marshall, 798 F.Supp. at 1198.

In the case at bar, Plaintiff has sued M. Lanbert
solely in his official capacity as a nenber of the Board of
Supervisors of Valley Township, not in his individual capacity.
See Conplaint (attached as Exhibit A to Defendant's Motion for

Summary Judgnent). As Plaintiff has asserted these sane clains

1. Defendant al so argues that the Court should grant his Mtion for Summary
Judgnent because he did not performany act that violated Plaintiff's civil or
common law rights. As | will grant summary judgnment on other grounds, | wll
not address this argunent further



agai nst Valley Township (the local entity), I wll grant the

Motion for Summary Judgnent . 2

11, CONCLUSI ON

For the above reasons, | will grant Defendant W/I son
Lanmbert's Motion for Summary Judgnent.

An order foll ows.

2. Plaintiff cites Coffman v. Wlson Police Departnent, 739 F. Supp. 257, 262
(E.D. Pa. 1990), in support of her argunment. Plaintiff, however, has

m sinterpreted the holding of this case. In Coffman, defendants argued that
the court should disniss the chief of police as a defendant for the reason
that "suits against officials in their official capacity are nothing nore than
actions agai nst the governnent entity of which the individual was an agent."
739 F. Supp. at 262. The court rejected this argunment and deni ed the notion
hol ding that the chief of police could still be liable, but only in his
personal capacity. |d.

In this instance, Plaintiff has sued Defendant only in his officia
capacity. Thus, Coffman is distinguishable fromthe present situation
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IN THE UNI TED STATES DI STRI CT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DI STRI CT OF PENNSYLVAN A

LORNA JAMES, : ClVIL ACTI ON
Pl aintiff, :
NO. 97-99
V.

VALLEY TOMNSHI P, et al .,
Def endant s.

ORDER

AND NOW this 4th day of Septenber, 1997, upon
consi deration of defendant WIson Lanbert’s Mdtion for Summary
Judgnent (Docket No. 7), and plaintiff’s response thereto (Docket
No. 10), it is hereby ORDERED that said Mtion is GRANTED.

W son Lanbert is DI SM SSED as a naned defendant in

this action.

BY THE COURT:

RONALD L. BUCKWALTER, J.



